68      Chap. 2—duties, rights, and liabilities
It was said by Matthew, J. (obiter) in Hyman v. Nyc,
as to the liability of a hirer :—
" The cases referred to by my brother Lindley, seem to
" show that there is no distinction in this respect between
" contracts for the sale and for the hire of an article for a
" specific purpose, where trust is reposed in the person
" who in the ordinary course of business sells or lets on
" hire. The purpose and use, the time for which the
" article is intended to be used, seem to me the essential
" part of the contract" (v).
It must be borne in mind, however, that the law as to
sale of goods has been codified since his judgment, and is
now contained in those sections of the Sale of Goods Act,
1893, relating to warranties on sale of goods, and further
there are dicta to the contrary in a more recent case (z).
In the case of a mere gratuitous loan of a chattel, the
lender is only liable to the borrower for injury caused by a
defect in the chattel, if he knew of the defect at the time
of the loan, and either concealed it from the borrower or
was guilty of gross negligence in not informing him of it (a).
The duty of the owner to supply goods fit for the
purpose for which they are hired extends not only to the
hirer, but also to all persons whom the owner knows or
may reasonably expect will use the goods (6), but he is
under no obligation to these third parties to see that the
goods are kept in repair (c).
Hire-Purchase Act, 1938.—This Act deals specifically
(y) Hyman v. Nye (supra), per Mathew, J., at p. 690.
(z) Geddling v. Marsh, [1920] 1 K.B. 668, at p. 672 ;  39 Digest 443,
723.
 (a)	Blakemore v. Bristol 6- Exeter Railway Co. (1858), 8 E. & B. 1035 ;
3 Digest 69, 777 ; Coughlin v. Gillison, [1899] 1 Q.B. 145 ; 3 Digest 70,
 (b)	Hawkins v. Smith (1896), 12 TX.R. 532 ;   3 Digest 114, 381 ;
George v. Skivington (1869), L.R. 5 Ex. 1 ;   39 Digest 441, 705 ; White v.
Steadman, [1913] 3 K.B. 340 ;   3 Digest 114, 382, and see Heaven v.
Pender (1883), 11 Q.B.D. 503 ; 34 Digest 192, 1570.   But see Bates v.
Batey, [1913] 3 K.B. 351 ;  39 Digest 459, 857.
(c} Hopkins v. Great Eastern Railway (1895), 12 T.L.R. 25   C.A. •
3 Digest 114, 380.

